SEC Staff Non-Enforcement of Proxy Advisor Regulations
The Committee on Capital Markets Regulation (the “Committee”) is concerned with the
June 1 statement by the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance of the U.S. Securities and
Exchange Commission (the “SEC”) clarifying that it would not recommend an enforcement action
against a proxy advisor that fails to comply with certain recently adopted rule amendments
governing proxy voting advice (the “2021 non-enforcement statement”).1
In our view, rules adopted by the SEC should be enforced until they are changed through
a new rulemaking that follows the Administrative Procedure Act’s (the “APA’s”) public notice
and comment process.2 We therefore recommend that the SEC Division of Corporation Finance
withdraw its 2021 non-enforcement statement.
Founded in 2006, the Committee is dedicated to enhancing the competitiveness of U.S.
capital markets and ensuring the stability of the U.S. financial system. Our membership includes
thirty-nine leaders drawn from the finance, investment, business, law, accounting, and academic
communities. The Committee is chaired jointly by R. Glenn Hubbard (Emeritus Dean, Columbia
Business School) and John L. Thornton (Former Chairman, The Brookings Institution) and led by
Hal S. Scott (Emeritus Nomura Professor of International Financial Systems at Harvard Law
School and President of the Program on International Financial Systems). The Committee is an
independent and nonpartisan 501(c)(3) research organization, financed by contributions from
individuals, foundations, and corporations.
We begin by briefly reviewing the SEC’s recent proxy advisor reforms and then summarize
the 2021 non-enforcement statement by the SEC’s Division of Corporation Finance. Next, we
contrast the 2021 non-enforcement statement with the SEC no-action letter process. Then we
explain key differences between the 2021 non-enforcement statement and non-enforcement of the
SEC’s conflict minerals rules in 2017. We conclude by summarizing our concerns as to the
potential impact of the 2021 non-enforcement statement on the regulation of U.S. capital markets.
Recent SEC Proxy Advisor Reforms
For years there has been concern among policymakers regarding the influence of proxy
advisors – principally Institutional Shareholder Services (“ISS”) and Glass Lewis – over
shareholding voting by institutional investors.3 Proxy advisors have been criticized for conflicts of
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interest,4 limited transparency in how they reach recommendations,5 factual errors,6 one-size-fitsall methodologies,7 and wielding excessive influence with limited accountability.8
In July 2020, after protracted debate and public comment, the SEC, then led by former
Chairman Walter “Jay” Clayton, adopted rule amendments requiring proxy advisory firms to
disclose conflicts of interest and to ensure that proxy voting advice is made available to public
companies at or before the time when such advice is disseminated to clients.9 The SEC also
affirmed by rule its prior interpretation that proxy advisors’ reports are “solicitations,” the effect
of which is to subject them to the proxy rules’ anti-fraud provisions.10 The “solicitation” rule
became effective immediately, while the other requirements are not due to become effective until
December 1, 2021.11
In October 2019 ISS brought a suit challenging the SEC’s authority to regulate proxy
voting advice on the basis that proxy voting advice is not a “solicitation” under the Exchange Act
and therefore cannot be regulated as such.12 By May 2021, the SEC and ISS had both filed motions
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for summary judgment, and the court was scheduled to hear oral arguments on these motions on
June 7, 2021.13
2021 Division of Corporation Finance Non-Enforcement Statement
On June 1, 2021, Chairman Gensler stated that he was directing the SEC staff to consider
whether to recommend that the Commission revisit the recent reforms governing proxy voting
advice.14 On that same day, the SEC filed a motion for the court to hold the ISS case in abeyance
on the basis that “further regulatory action on the items Chair Gensler has directed staff to consider
revisiting could substantially narrow or eliminate the issues raised in the parties’ cross-motions for
summary judgment.”15 The court granted the SEC motion the next day: the ISS case has been
stayed until the earlier of January 1, 2022 or the SEC’s promulgation of new proxy rules.
Also on June 1, 2021, the staff of the SEC’s Division of Corporation Finance stated that it
would not recommend any enforcement action to the Commission for violations of the recently
adopted rules governing proxy voting advice, while the Commission’s reconsideration is
underway.16 The 2021 non-enforcement statement also went further noting that, “in the event
that new regulatory action leaves the 2020 exemption conditions in place with the current
December 1, 2021 compliance date, the staff will not recommend any enforcement action based
on those conditions for a reasonable period of time after any resumption by Institutional
Shareholder Services Inc. of its litigation challenging the 2020 amendments and the 2019
Interpretation and Guidance.”17 However, the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance has not
clarified what constitutes a “new regulatory action.” Presumably, a new proposed rule would
constitute a new regulatory action. Moreover, the statement does not explain why a “new
regulatory action” should trigger a non-enforcement recommendation on the basis of the ISS
litigation against the SEC, since the general non-enforcement statement would continue to be in
effect.
Distinguishing the 2021 Non-Enforcement Statement from No-Action Letters
When an investor or regulated entity is unsure whether compliance with a specific
provision of federal securities law is required in the context of a particular set of facts, it can request
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a no-action letter for clarification from the SEC staff.18 As described by the SEC, “no-action letters
describe the request, analyze the particular facts and circumstances involved, discuss applicable
laws and rules, and, if the staff grants the request for no action, concludes that the SEC staff would
not recommend that the [SEC] take enforcement action against the requester based on the facts
and representations described in the individual’s or entity’s request.”19 However, the 2021 nonenforcement statement goes well beyond the parameters of a no-action letter. The statement was
not issued at the request of a private party to resolve legal ambiguity; it is not limited to a specific
set of facts; and it offers no legal analysis as to how existing rules apply in context. Instead, the
2021 non-enforcement statement is a broad non-enforcement policy under all circumstances.
SEC Conflict Minerals Rule
The Dodd-Frank Act of 2010 directed the SEC to issue rules requiring public companies
to disclose their use of conflict minerals out of concern that trade in these minerals by armed groups
was helping to fuel conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (“DRC”).20 In 2012, the SEC
then adopted a requirement that companies issue “Conflict Minerals Reports” that, among other
things, designate minerals of undetermined origin as “not found to be DRC conflict free.”21 In
2015, the D.C. Circuit held that, although the general requirement for a Conflicts Mineral Report
was otherwise valid, the specific requirement that issuers designate certain minerals as “not found
to be DRC conflict free” amounted to compelled speech that violates the First Amendment.22
Following the final judgment, then Acting SEC Chairman Michael Piwowar indicated that the SEC
would revisit the conflict minerals rules,23 and the Division of Corporation Finance stated that it
would not enforce the failure to file a Conflict Minerals Report, even though the courts had only
invalidated one portion of the Report requirement.24
There is a crucial difference between the non-enforcement of compliance with filing a
Conflict Minerals Report and the proxy advisor regulations at issue here. In the case of the Conflict
Minerals Report, there was a credible argument that the SEC should not enforce a rule of which
an important element – some would say the critical element – had been invalidated by the courts.
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On the other hand, there has been no determination, judicial or otherwise, that the proxy advisor
regulations are invalid or unenforceable, in whole or in part.
Conclusion
The Committee believes that the SEC staff should enforce rules that have been adopted by
the Commission. If the Commission seeks to revise the 2020 proxy advisor reforms, then it must
do so through the APA’s notice and comment process.25 Furthermore, as noted earlier, the 2021
non-enforcement statement also clarifies that if ISS were to resume its lawsuit against the SEC
challenging those rules, then the relevant proxy rules would not be enforced for a reasonable period
of time after the case is resumed. If the new policy of the SEC is to not enforce rules while they
are being challenged in litigation, it may be an open invitation for parties to bring legal challenges
against rules to avoid their enforcement. We are further concerned that the use of non-enforcement
statements could spread to other SEC rulemakings and even to other independent agencies that
regulate the financial system, undermining proper regulatory processes and the rule of law. We
therefore recommend that the SEC Division of Corporation Finance withdraw its 2021 nonenforcement statement.
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